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Table 1 Potassium content in different organs of different soybean cultivars on each development stage( %))
Py Ps P1o Pis
Development 42 25 46 42 25 46 42 25 46 42 25 46
. Organ Dong He Dong Dong He Dong Dong He Dong Dong He Dong
SHage nong 42 feng 25 nong 46 nong 42 feng 25 nong 46 nong 42 feng 25 nong 46 nong 42 feng 25 nong 46
(Rootyy 131 130 1300 133 132 126 132 117 134 135 117 136
Bran-— oots AB AB AB AB AB BC AB C AB AB C A
ching (Stemg) 127 1.2 .25 1.28 1.25 1.28 1.25 1.26 1.29 1.28 1.28  1.35
stage ems AB 4B B AB B AB B AB AB AB AB A
(Lewes 115 110 120 116 110 120 115 LIS 122 120 LIS 125
seav BC C AB  ABC C AB BC BC AB AB BC A
(Whob plams) 122 1:19 1,24 123 118 1.23 121 L18 1.26 1.25 118  1.29
panisl A B AB AB B AB AB B AB AB B A
(Rootsy) 116 123 143 124 124 145 135 123 LST LIS L3 LS9
Flow erstage oots D D B D D B B D A D D A
(Stemg 157 168 147 160 L72 156 195 L8L L79 176 177 176
* E cD E D BC E A B B BC BC BC
(Lewes 1263 1S4 177 171 L7418 204 206 210 198 206 1.9
eawesl o H EF FG EF DE A AB A BC AB CD
(Whok planig) 1-50 151 158 155 159 165 175 176 1.8 171 179 176
o pas g E DE DE DE cD BC AB A BC AB AB
(Rooty) 110 0.8 079 L1110l 0.8 118§ 093 095 113 096 0.97
Pod * AB  DEF E AB BC EF A CDE  CDE A CDE CD
setling (Stemg 109 093 120 L3109 102 135 L14 125 130 128 109
stage * DE F BC A F EF A cD AB AB AB DE
(Lewes 134 112 145 158 138 149 163 151 L74 148 145 159
caves BCDE C EF BCD F DE B CDE A E EF BC
(body 1-87 L84 182 185 176 181 198 187 183 190 1.9 182
; B BC BC BC C BC A B BC AB A BC
(Whok plang) -39 115 129 146 126 135 152 135 150 142 138 140
e P o G EF ABC F DEF A DEF AB  BCD  CDE cD
(Rootyy 074 040 040 077 0.53 0.4 080 042 0.5 072 047  0.66
Pod oots AB F F A DE EF A F cD AB EF BC
filling (Stemg 051 050 0.54 053 054 0.64 072 060 078 0.5 063 0.5
stage Drems E E DE E DE BC AB  CDE A E BCD  CDE
(Leaes 0-66G 082 0.60 0.76  0.90 0.71F 113 0.96 104 0.64 079 0.8
aves H DE H EF cD G A BC AB GH EF DE
(body 212 180 190 220 192 1.94 258 201 209 235 204 207
oas cD H G C FG FG A EF DE B DE DE
(Swaing 239 237 228 241 240 230 243 252 240 239 243 236
Prrans BC BCD D B BC cD AB A BC BC AB BCD
(Whok plantg) =29 148 150134 150 145 156 154 157 143 138 147
ok plants) ¢ ABCD ABCD  FG ABCD CDE AB ABC A DEF  EFG  BCDE
(Rootyg 03¢ 011 0200033 025 0.23 054 015 0.3 033 017 0.3
Ripen — ; BC F DEF BC cD DE A EF BC BC DEF B
ing (Stemg 034 030 039 039 038 044 066 039 0.5 0.6 042 0.40
stage ems EF F DEF DEF  DEF cD A DEF BC AB DE DE
(body 121 104 078 130 100 0.86 163 105 132 146 1.08 120
: DE C H cD G H A G C B FG EF
(Sraing 133 153124 156 154 148 168 158 157 148 155 L5
: BC BC D BC BC C A B BC C BC BC
(Whob plang 11 113094 L4 L15s 109 132 L21 125 119 L17 116
OEPE op cD E cD cD DE A BC AB BC BCD  BCD

1%, Significanet level P<<0. 01
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THE EFFECT ON PHOSPHORUS AMOUNT TO POTASSIUM ABSORB
EFFICIENCY OF DIFFERENT SOYBEAN CULTIVARS

Cai Baiyan"® Ge Jingping' Jin Huiyu’ Liu Lijun’ Zu Wei’

(1. Heilongjiang University, Harbin, 150080;2. Heilongjiang East College, Harbin, 1500865
3. Northeast Agriculture University, Harbin, 150030)

Abstract T he effect of phosphorus amount on potassium nutrition in each organ and total plant in differ
ent soybean cultivars was discussed in this study. The results suggested that there were relatively large
effects of phosphorus usage on the potassium accumulation in total plants and each organ. In each species
under each treatment, the potassium amounts were gradually increased from branching stage, reached their
peak values at flowering stage and decreased till ripening stage. In the same species under each treatment,
suitable phosphorus amounts was in favor of the accumulation of potassium. The highest accumulation
amounts of potassium in total plants was obtained at P1o treatment in high protein variety and middle varie
ty; but in high oil variety, that of potassium was obtained at Ps, Pio, Pis treatments, respectively, indica
ting that phosphorus usage can help potassium reaching optimum balance, acquiring higher accumulation a
mounts. In the same treatment with different species, there was no significant difference with potassium
accumulation amounts in three species.

Key words Soybean; Phosphorus amount; Potassium content



